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ABSTP&CT 

This study tests vhether or not there are sex 
differences in jndgsents of the snccess of varioas sale and feaale 
lifestyles, and if so, what differential standards are applied to 
■ales and fesales. The sost interesting result of this study is that 
college aen and vosen ase the saae standards to jadge the saccess of 
sale lifestyles bat different standards to jadge the saccess of 
fesale lifestyles. Besalts indicate that aen jadge divorced feaales 
with high statas careers as sore snccessfol than do voien. Ben and 
wosen do not differ in their saccess ratings of divorced aales 
holding high status jobs, but woaen judge other wosen as .-taccessfal 
only if they are successful aaritally as well as occupationally. 
Buserous data charts are included. (Author /PC) 
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Sex Differences in Judgnancs of Male and Faiaale Bole Stereotypes 

Ut 0|PA«TII|lC«lTO*Mt*LTN . 

SfrtMAfTiistlrtTf ol Su^ra K. Gets and Jeffitoe B. Heraan 

COUCAttOtI 

••4t tif«S<'S"'i' I" •A<» /*• lis.}" •< N 

Otalversity of Illinois at Urbmia-Qm^ign 

A*i r- :»^- N' • I • AW 4 * «# **fcf 

Although the theory of need for achievoient has beoi extensively 
researched for loales, only recently has there been any significant asKNint 
of research done on the achievem^it not Ives of vemen. The aajor finding has 
been that vmaen express significmtly lower achievement siotivation than men^ 
\^en participating in aiixed sex conditions and cM^etitive eolations 
(Homer, 1972). tforeover, the majority of wi»ien tested who do have a high 
drive for success seem to experiei^e conflict about having high staiulards 
of excellence (Homer, 1968). Weiss (1962) found that i^ea women realised 
that they were succeeding in mixed sex grmtps, they It^ered the level of 
their successes. 

The B»jor theory that tries to explain this conflict was proposed in 
Homer's (1968) doctoral dissertation. According to Homer, females ei^er- 
lence conflict between striving for success and the loss of femininity 
associated wlrth this striving. She proposed that this crafllct, which is 
termed the motive to avoid success, results in an inhibition of achievraent 
behavior. 

McClelland (19S3) defines need achievo^t as a relatively stable 
tk^ disposition to strive for success in any situation tdiere standards of 

excellence are appropri ate. In Che pest, need achlevoBei^ was studied Ia fete 
limited context of competitive situations (i.e., stereotypical ly male oecu- 



^ pational roles). According to the theory, to attain success Me must have 

coB^etency in a specific area or areas, tewever, competency Itself is con- 



sidered a stereotyplcally male trait. Broverman et. al. (1972)and Sherrlffs 



^ftaper presented at Forty-Sixth toual Hsetiag of the Mldwstem 
Psychological Association, 1974. 
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and HcKee (19S7) report th«t college sttidents portray their ideal «oaan aa 
leas cofl^etent than their ideal ma, Beonett and Cofaea (1959) report that 
inea'a acerea on an inatruaent seaauring feelings of coa^teney were higher 
than «oaien*a acorea. Tfaua, vomen sBeamA to have internalised the stereo* 
typically feiMle trait of leaa c<»peteacy in eeopariaon to salea. If being 
eospetent is considered generally nore of a male than fMale trait, it is 
not surprising that vot^ feel conflict betvem being feminine and atriving 
for Bucceaa. 

Steinun and Fox (1966, 1969) and HcKee anA Sierriffa' (1959) reaearch 
indicatea that women widely Mcept the typically fesiinine role stereotype of 
dieaselves. They report^ that vemmk believe &at nan 'a ideal wooan would 
be markedly aex typed. Zn McRee and Oierriffa* atudy (1959) wmn'a ideal 
woman and ideal self were also markedly sex typed. That ia, aha ia at^ 
missive and placea home «id family above outward achicvMont atrivinga. But, 
malea describing their ideal woman had a leaa rMtrictive view tim the 
women thought they would have. In NcKee and Sjerrlffs (1959) male subjects 
did describe women in smae atereotypically feminine terma but alao uaad 
such stereotypically maaculine traits as a^esaiveneas, courageouaness, 
dominance, ai^ independence when dMCribing tfwir ideal female. Male aub- 
jecta alao had a broader view of woosn in Steinaan and Fox'a (1966) atudy. 
They thought that married woman should crave p^raenal auecMa idiieh is 
traditimally a maculine trait aad did i»t think marriage and ebildren 
abesld take preeedMiee for wemen. SteisBn mad FS« (1966), aer aovar , 
found men were giving women contradictory cluea as to idiat b^iaviora they 
pr eferr e d in weaas. Male a^Jeeta agreed tiMt a wsmam ahould ba active 
outside her family and use her taleats to fulfill and devel^ herself aa a 
person. Yet, theae same male subjects disagreed with the queation suggesting 
at Mae poiat ia a «naa*s life tl|«M self-faUillaMSt gaala aigfit Wsaaa 



if 



note important to her than serving her faally and aarriage. Ihua, men's 
inconsistent attitudes might contribnte to the conflict wonra £eal between 
striving for success and achiev«aent saA fulfilling their traditionally 
feminine roles. 

One possible ei^lanation of the differences between male and f6aala''a' 
expressed need for achievement is that females see achievement behaviors as 
inappropriate for female lifestyles. It seems likely that successful male 
and female lifestyles are Judged against different standards. This study 
was designed to test whether or not there are sex differences in judgements 
of the success of various male and tvmle lifestyles; and if ao, to investi- 
gate what differential standards are applied to males and females. 

Method 

Ninety-six male and one hundred<two female college students, randomly 
selected from the university subject pool, participated in this questionnaire 
study. The sessions included both sales and feamles. there were about 
thirty stAJects in each session. Data were collected on the Edwards Per- 
sMal Preference Schedule (Edwards, 1959) dimmsiens of aehievenmc, affili- 
ation, dominance, deference and nurturance and a role stereotype question- 
naire. 

The role stereotype questionnaire consist«l of a series of lifestyle 
vl^iettes of male or female stlmulns persona iaelt^ii^ informacioD oa diair 
occv^atloB, marital status, age aad nsiibar of ^iUrmi. Thasa four demo- 
gr^ic lifestyle dimensions were varied to reflect hl^ ttd low stattM 
eccypatiooa, a broad ^an of ages appropriate for worliiAg p«^U aad a vari- 
ety of foaiy aituaciona rnging from aingle, to married with no children, 
married with multiple children^ to divorced with multiple children mA 
dlmcad vith ao chU<l7fia« Si*j«cta ware aakad to race mU or IsmU 



llfMtyles on a scale of one Co flve^ Judging how successful they cheught 
these lifestyles were. Subjects respond^ to either a nale or foule stim- 
ulus person quest immsirs. Assignnffint of subjects to questiMnalres was at 
random. \ 

# 

Subjects were divided into two groups prior to data ttialysis: those 
responding to the male stereotype questioimaire and those responding to tise 
female stereotype scale. Principle coisponents of the role stersotype ques- 
tionnaire were determine separately for each grou|. Scores of male and 
fraale subjects on the rotated principle cocponevM were test^ fax tatan 
differences within e^h grot^. 

Results 

The primary principle component of the role stereotype questionnaire 
for male and female stioulus persons was defined by oari'^al status and 
occupational status, (see Table 1) Subjects with high scores en this 
dimension rated males or females who were divorced and had hi^ status 
occupations as successful. Male and fosale subjects did not differ in their 

s 

Judgffloits of the lifestyle success of divorced males irtso had hi^ status 
occupations (dimension I). But, the female subjects Judged divorced women 
who had high status Jobs as significantly less successful than the amla 
subjects Jt^ed these women (P - 4.55; p^.05). (see Tible 2) 

Tt^zB were no dif fer«Eices between Judgm»its of male and female subjects 
on the other orthoteaal diiM»ioiis of tb« role stereotype qoMCionaaire. 

The second dimension for the male stlmttlus persons consisted of 
makTied men who held Jobs which are stereotypical ly wemoi's work and lew 
status: secretary, hairdresser, departSMit store clerk, Male and femsle 
subjects agreed in their judgments that these lifestyles were sot very 



soecMsful, at^ they Judged unes^loyed persons of both sexes for ell 
three raritel statuses as least successful. 

Married professionals also fora^ a dimension of the Ji^gBents. 
ttele and feoale subjects Ji«iged this lifestyle to be partlenUrly success- 
ful. &ibjects rated ifomen in this lifestyle to be as successful as men with 
the sane lifestyle. (See Teble 3) 

It vas hypothesised that a reasonable explanAtien for the doeuaanted 
differences between male and female's expressions of need for echievement 
was that success for males anA females was bas^ eti different lifestyle 
standards. The results of the role stereotype portion of this study 
suported the hypothesised differ^tial standards. Turther, as expected 
male subjects expressed significantly hi^er levels »f need for echievement 
and doainaMe than did fesale subjects at^ faaalet expressed higher levels 
of need affilUtion mad nurturanee. (See TablM 4 and 6) However there 
were no significant correlation* between subjects' scores en the EFP8 
dimensions and their Judgments of success for male and fettle lifestyles. 
(See Table 7) 

Discussion 

The most interesting result of this study is thst college bm axA 
women use the srae staidards to Judge the success of aale lifestyles 
tihlU eollw women use different stradarde for judglag tbe success of female 
lifestyles tiMO tte standards used by coll^ men. The pclittipsl coaponent s 
enalyses indicated that occtq^tionsl atatus and marital stati» were the 
primary diMsim w^ieti male Md female eollege studemts used to Jud^ the 
success of both male ai^ femsle lifestyles. Both asle and fwle siAjeets 
rated male atimulus persons vho were divorced but held hi^ status Jobs as 
smessfol. But femsle subjects rsesd divor^ ftaste stlanta fi r s o ns i*o 



lMl4 high fltetus Jobs as slgnlficaatly Isss successful tbsa asle tuhjccts. 
Col tegs vessn clearly expressed different steBdar<^ for a •ueeeaeful feaale 
lifestyle than did the college mtm. A high status career eeesisd to be 
enough for the osle Judges to rate the fttoale sttnelus persooe as suecetsful. 
But for a voasn to Judge a weasn as successful she oust have both e high 
status Job and a successful narriage, i.e., not divorced. Znterestingly, 
the men in the saople did not require duel role awcess for sale stiwlae 
persons. The nale subjects did not require dual role success for sale or 
feaale stiaulus persms. 

These results converge with those reported by Steinaaa aid Fox (1969^ 
1964) sttggMting that voasn asy cling to traditimally feaale role stereo- 
types aore cloeely than an. The conflict bet«een euccesafully fulfilling 
aultiple roles aay be aore in the college woaan's ovn aind, than in the 
expectati<ma of her aale peers, «ho personally teptt^^t the aale popula- 
tion with whoa her soeiel dating interactions occur. 

The related question of vhether or not a wooan will be Judged succees- 
ful by aale end feaale college students without a career ass not addressed 
in this psrticuUr study. Bouever, aale asd feaale stAJsets raced lowaployed 
aele and feaale stisMlus pmoos of all aarital statuses and ages as equally 
tmsuecMSfttl. 

U is elMT froB tlMse data tfatt eolU^ msa require teUies as 
wall as cmm of MceeMM wobbb. Xt is mmrtaitt idieth«r eanen as 
wall as faailies a.-e necessary for feaale collw atudenta to judge weaen's 
Ufeatyles as successful. Xf woara's standards for theaselm re^tira 
stMcess in both roles and aaU staadarte do not, we aatiaipate chat voaas aay 
have prebleas in aeeti^ their hig^i stsadarde Ui aultiple roles and is cea- 
fflwHtfafing Misb acmdacde and the fnisccacteaa af aac asbimriag bodi ce aaa. 
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Rotated Principal Cw^oncnts of the Rola Staraotyp* QuaBCioanalra 

Male StiflBilufl Person Female Stlsulus Fereoo 
1 II III IV 1 II III IV 



1. Marri^, 25 years old, 
no children, secretary 

2. Divorced, 42 years old, 
three children, interior 
decorator, 

3. Married, 32 years old, 
four children, engineer 

A. Married, 40 years eld, 
oo ebildren, professor . 
at university. 

5. Divorced, 27 years old, 
three children, physical 
therapist. 

6. Married, 34 years old, 
tvo children, coi^uter 
progrMmr 

7. Divorced, 46 years old, 
one child, architect. 

8. Divorced, 28 years old, 
fotix children, lawyer. 

9. Single, 36 years old, 
head r^ident nurse. 

10. Divorced, 29 years old, 
three children, dietician. 

11. Married, 45 years old, 
three children, professor 
St tmiversity. 

12. Marri^, 38 years old, 
ae children, SMratary. 

13. SiVMrced, 26 years old, 
tvo diildren, SMpportlag 
actress on htoaSmy 

14. Divorced, 27 years old, 
no children, clerk in 
departsrat store 

15. Married, 47 years eld, 
two children. Journalist 
on newspaper. 



-,01 .50 .04 .12 -.10 .02 .63 -.01 



.53 .02 .11 .44 .53 .19 .11 .08 
-.25 .04 .43 .00 .18 .50 .11 .08 



.08 .3!) .52 .06 .63 .12 .17 .04 



.34 .20 .22 .65 .65 .20 -.02 .37 



.14 . 57 . 31 .08 .02 .49 . 26 .20 

.72 -.17 .02 .18 .79 .19 -.07 .26 

.57 .24 .27 .44 .78 .28 -.27 .14 

.30 .36 .13 .04 .39 .17 .41 .08 



.24 -.02 .13 .63 .69 .26 .12 .39 



-.34 .24 .58 .(K) .22 .69 .06 -.03 
-.12 .61 -.01 .09 .17 -.07 .73 .05 



.36 .00 .17 .41 .48 .04 .04 .23 



.40 .38 -.12 .35 .28 -.27 .37 M 



.11 .40 .09 -.30 -.14 .51 .41 .05 
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Tabl« 1 

Male Stioulus Person Feoele Stlinilus Parton 

X II in XV X XX XXX xv 



16. UvotcmA, 41 yean old, 
no chlldroi, career 
eeonaeler. 

17. Single, 25 years eld, 
loccrior decorator 

18. Divorced, 35 years old, 
two children, owner of 
small Insurance con^any. 

19. Starrled, 43 years old, 
three children, hair- 
dresser. 

20. Married, 26 years old, 
no chilteen, lawyer. 

21. Married, 36 years old, 
three children, doctor. 

22. Divorced, 44 years old, 
no children, vice presi- 
dent for book. 

23. Divorced, 37 years old, 
three children, doctor. 

24. Married, 37 years old, 
one child, clerk in 
deparfB»nt store. 

25. Single, 43 years eld, 
illustrator for sagaaine. 

26. Single, 36 years old, 
SMAtor. 

27. Married, 27 years eld, 
two children, unes^loyed. 

28. Divorced, 34 years eld, 
one child, lawyer. 

29. Divorced, 24 years old, 
three childrm, writer of 
diildrois* beoto. 

30. Married, 29 years old, 
two children, psychia- 
trist. 

31. Married, 29 years eld^ 
three children, now 

32. Slvervedj 36 years old. 



.so .40 .01 .26 .57 .02 .31 .48 



.33 .51 .08 -.16 .29 .13 .42 .04 



.63 .13 -.07 .18 .69 .15 -.17 .06 



-.09 .64 .06 .07 -.48 .28 .40 .29 



,34 .10 .60 -.11 .48 .32 .22 -.27 



,20 -.08 .80 -.16 .31 .70 .16 -.?7 



.84 .01 .03 .11 .82 .15 -.01 -.05 



.78 -.27 .27 .25 .78 .34 -.22 .( 



-.11 .66 .01 .03 -.41 .15 154 .27 



.60 .39 -.15 -.05 .59 .06 .52 .03 



.53 .09 .41 .,07 .56 -.04 .17 -.07 



-.24 .54 -.08 .14 -.36 .05 .25 .33 



.69 -.22 .27 ,24 .83 .23 -.17 .07 



.57 .07 .06 .37 .69 .20 -.02 .36 



.03 -.09 .61 .04 . 23 .60 .09 -.U 



.04 .47 . 32 -.29 .19 .60 .28 .OS 



..01 .31 -.22 .48 -.19 -.13 -.05 .66 
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Tabu 1 

Mil« Stioulut Psrtoa F«bb1« StlBnluff 9«rsoa 
I II 111 IV I II HI IV 



33. Divorced, 46 y««rs old, 

childrtfi, hair- 
dresser. 

34. Married, 47 years old, 
£our children, optoB»- 
trisc. 

35. Married, 35 years old, 
two children, doctor. 

36. Married, 25 years old, 
one child, advertising 
executive. 

37. Divorced, 36 yeers old, 
no children, architect. 

38. Sifgle, 23 years old, 
secretary. 

39. Single, 35 years old, 
halrdeesser. 

40. Married, 42 years old, 
no children, college 
eousselor. 

41. Married, 35 yeara old, 
no children, dentist. 

42. Divorced, 37 years old, 
no childrMi, social 
work (master in social 
work). 

43. Divorced, 25 years old, 
no children, editor of 
oagaaine. 

44. Married, 27 years old, 
three children, psychi* 
atrist. 

45« Married, 28 years old, 
three childr«i, hi^ 
s^mI teacH«r« 

46. Single, 26 years old, 
lai^er. 

47. Married, 48 years old, 
two children, archi- 
tect. 

48. Divorced, 43 years old, 
no children, accoimtnt* 



.34 .37 -.22 .36 .21 -.ofi ,x2 .79 



.12 .07 .70 -.09 .15 .68 .01 -.01 



.11 -.01 .68 -.20 .25 .79 -.15 -.20 



.42 .10 .27 -.45 .24 .69 .10 -.12 



.86 .17 .01 .06 . 83 .14 . 00 .15 



.03 .71 -.U .03 -.09 .07 .70 .09 



.14 .71 -.17 -.01 .00 -.05 .67 .42 



.23 .58 .23 -.11 .20 .06 .58 .12 



.55 .18 .54 .00 .54 .28 .44 -.26 



.58 .33 .10 .04 .66 -.03 .39 .19 



.75 .10 .18 .24 .71 .02 .06 .08 



.05 -.14 .64 .12 .24 .75 -.03 -.13 



-.36 .41 .44 .04 -.as .66 .14 .21 



.42 .09 .42 -.17 .62 .32 .21 -.30 



.22 .11 .41 -.53 .43 .62 .11 -.04 
.60 .12 .02 .01 .68 .03 .32 .22 



49. Single, 47 ytara old, 
teacher's aid. 

50. Divorced, 46 yeara old, 
four Ghlldr«i« 
veceriaarlan. 

51. Divorced, 46 years old, 
two childrea, nurae's 
aid. 

52. Married^ 47 years old, 
two efaildreo, secretary. 

53. Married, 43 years old, 
no children, dentist. 

54. tterried, 35 yeara old, 
no children, professor 
at university. 

55. Divorced, 46 years old, 
one child, architect. 

56. Married, 27 years old, 
no childrm, niddle 
iBwagraent in industry. 

57. Married, 36 years old, 
three children, secretary. 

58. Divorced, 43 years old, 
no children, account«it. 

59. Divorced, 37 years old, 
three children, hair 
dresser. 

60. Divorced, 44 years old, 
fmtr ehildr«s, oeter 
re^er. 

61. Single, 47 years old. 
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Table 1 

ttele Stinilus Person feaale Stioulus Feraen 

I tl 111 IV I 11 111 IV 

.20 .57 .05 .21 .17 -.12 .42 .52 

.53 -.12 .18 .35 .73 .22 -.12 .31 

.14 .25 -.12 .40 .30 .18 .26 .60 

-.28 .75 .10 .10 -.40 .37 .41 .26 

.67 .23 .28 .00 .58 .31 .33 -.22 

.» .51 .44 -.17 . 57 .22 . 29 -.16 

.84 -.11 .04 .06 ,m> .15 -.05 .24 

.31 .43 .11 -.48 .23 .24 .12 .08 

-.31 .64 .10 .15 -.29 .41 .47 . 30 

.60 .12 .02 .01 .68 .03 .32 .22 

.21 .42 -.21 .55 .37 -.01 .16 .68 

.14 .33 -.18 .52 .27 -.11 .15 .67 

.67 .09 .37 -.18 .73 .14 .15 -.16 

45 21 17 16 38 27 14 
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Table 3 

Group Meattf aad Standard Deviations on the Role rtereotype Quratlmmaire 



Dimension I 
Males 
Fefl»les 

Oioension ZX 
Males 
Fonales 

DimenAlon III 
Males 
Fraales 

Disension IV 
Males 

F«siales 



(lale StiAulus Person 

Mean Standard 
Deviation 



Feioale Stiflnlua Feraon 



.09 
-,10 

.17 
-.19 

.03 
-.03 

.07 
-.08 



.97 
1.05 

1.14 
• 86 

1.04 
.98 

1.11 
.89 



40 
36 

40 
36 

40 
36 

40 
36 



IfeAfl 



.22 
-.23 

.10 
-.10 

-.06 
.007 

.04 
-.05 



Stndard 
Deviatl<m 



.88 
1.09 

.96 
1.06 

.92 
I.IO 

.97 
1.05 



46 
44 

46 
44 

46 
44 

46 
44 



Teble 4 

Groiq» Meaiw and Standard PevlatlMis on the SFN Diaoisims 



Mean Standard H 
Deviation 

^hievesent 

Males 14.59 4.33 96 

Feoales 13.20 3.78 102 

Affiliation 

Males 12.59 3.71 96 

Fenales 14.63 3.50 102 

Deference 

Males 8.91 3.14 96 

FeiBales 9.71 3.32 102 

Ooodnance 

Males 11.80 4.21 96 

Fewles 9.22 3.57 102 



NurturaxKe 

Males 
Feaales 



14.54 4.94 
17.52 4.59 



96 
102 



Analysis of Vsriance of the ZPVS Di^nsicms 



Source 

Between 

Within 

Total 

Affiliation 
Source 

Beti«e«i 

Within 

Total 

Deference 
Source 

Between 

Within 

Total 

IkHBlnence 
Source 

Between 

Within 

Total 

Kurturaiwe 
Source 



Degrees of 
Freedoa 

1 

196 
197 



1 

196 
197 



1 

196 
197 



1 

196 
197 



Sum of 
Squares 

96.61 

3223.23 

3319.84 



204.54 
2547.00 
2751.54 



31.62 
2047.33 
2078. M 



330.82 
2978.49 
3309.31 



Mean 
Squares 

96.61 

16.45 



204.54 
12.99 



31.62 
10.44 



33.08 
15.20 



5.87 



Significance 
Level 

p ^.05 



15.70 



p 2.01 



3.02 



21.77 



p 5.01 



Within 
Total 



1 

196 
197 



438.57 
4443.29 
4881.86 



438.57 

22.67 



19.34 



p tf.Ol 
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